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PER CURIAM”
In this appeal from the dismissal of a 28 U.S.C. § 2254 habeas corpus

petition, the district court granted Tony Giles, a L ouisiana prisoner, acertificate of
appeal ability with respect to theissues* whether the State exercised its peremptory

challenges in a racially discriminatory manner and whether petitioner[’]s trial

"Pursuant to 5™ CIR. R. 47.5, the Court has determined that this opinion should not be
published and is not precedent except under the limited circumstances set forthin 5™ CIR.

R.47.5.4.



counsel was ineffective for failing to pursue a Batson challenge.”*

The Louisiana appellate court rejected Giles' Batson challenge on direct
appeal. We are not persuaded that Giles has shown that the state appellate court’s
disposition of that issue “resulted in adecision that was contrary to, or involved an
unreasonabl e application of, clearly established Federal law, as determined by the
Supreme Court of the United States.”? Nor are we persuaded that “reasonable
jurists” would be of “one view” that the state court judgment was incorrect.®

Giles' contention that hisattorney performed ineffectively by fallingtoraise
the Batson challenge properly is meritless. Giles has not shown that counsel
performed constitutionally deficiently in the alleged failure to challenge the
prosecution’s jury selection procedures. The record reflects that the jury was
composed of six black and six white jurors.

The judgment appealed is AFFIRMED.

! Batson v. Kentucky, 476 U.S. 79 (1986).
228 U.S.C. § 2254(d)(1).

3 Drinkard v. Johnson, 97 F.3d 751, 769 (5™ Cir. 1996), cert. denied, 117 S.Ct. 1114
(1997).



